Social work has a central role in negotiating and supporting birth family contact following adoption from care. This paper argues that family display (Finch) offers a useful conceptual resource for understanding relationships in the adoptive kinship network as they are enacted through contact. It reports on an interpretative phenomenological analysis of adoptive parents' accounts of open adoption from care that revealed direct and indirect contact to be contexts in which they and birth relatives performed family display practices: communicating the meaning of their respective relationships with the adopted child and seeking recognition that this was a legitimate family relationship. The analysis explores how family display was performed, and the impact of validating or invalidating responses. It aims to illuminate these social and interpretive processes involved in adoptive kinship in order to inform social work support for contact. The findings suggest that successful contact may be promoted by helping adoptive and birth relatives validate the legitimacy of the other's kin connection with the child, and through arrangements that facilitate family-like interactions.
I N T R O D U C T I O N
Significant numbers of children adopted from care across the United Kingdom and United States have ongoing contact with their birth family following adoption (Neil et al. 2011; Siegel & Smith 2012; McSherry et al. 2013) . This brings together members of the child's adoptive and birth family into a new adoptive kinship network (Grotevant 2000) , with previously unrelated individuals linked via their separate relationships with the adopted child. Social workers have a central role in establishing and supporting the contact arrangements within which members of the adoptive kinship network enact their relationships. However, there remains a lack of consensus as to which arrangements might best facilitate collaboration between adoptive and birth relatives for the child's benefit (Logan & Smith 2005; Logan 2010 ). Exploration of the outcomes associated with various types of contact suggests that there is no particular arrangement that is right for every family, or will remain best for any individual family over time (Grotevant 2000) . Rather, relationships in the adoptive kinship network are dynamic and transactional (Neil & Howe 2004) and, over time, the needs and expectations of the individuals change often at a pace that is out of synchrony with one another (Wrobel et al. 2003) . Therefore, adoption professionals have been encouraged to promote the self-determination of adoptive and birth families to negotiate mutually satisfactory arrangements (Siegel & Smith 2012) . The likelihood that adoptive and birth families will need help with these negotiations, and with managing the complex interactions involved in sustaining contact over time, is recognized in the support provisions of UK legislation (Neil et al. 2011) .
If social work support for post-adoption contact is to be empowering, sensitive and facilitate collaboration, it needs to be informed by an understanding of how the various parties experience relationships in the adoptive kinship network. There is a need therefore to illuminate the dynamics of these relationships, and reveal ways to facilitate positive interactions between adoptive and birth families. The research study that this paper is centred upon was designed in part to address this need. It focuses on the relational practices involved in 'doing' adoptive kinship (Morgan 2011) in order to inform the professional practices (Jones & Hackett 2011) involved in social work support for open adoption.
As an interpretive resource, the analysis reported here drew upon a social constructionist conceptualization of kinship, prevalent in recent sociological explorations of personal life (Mason 2011) , which understands 'family' not as an inevitable derivative of biological or legal connection, but actively constituted through everyday functional and interactional processes (Holstein & Gubrium 1999) .This paper answers recent calls (Jones & Logan 2013 ) to consider sociological understandings of kinship as 'made' rather than 'given' (Mason 2011 ) when thinking about adoption. This focus on 'doing' family examines the way that all family relationships are constituted and sustained through the activities, or 'practices' (Morgan 2011) , of everyday life, thus blurring the distinction between adoption and other family forms.
Of particular interest in this paper are practices associated with 'family display' (Finch 2007 ) through which individuals within families communicate to one another that they belong together as kin, thereby strengthening relationship bonds, and through which they publicize to external audiences who holds membership of the family. This paper argues that post-adoption contact represents an important social context in which members of the adoptive kinship network display the meanings of their connections to one another, and seek recognition that their relationship with the adopted child is a legitimate family relationship. It explores the display practices that were evident in adoptive parents' accounts of face-to-face and letter-based contact, demonstrating that 'family display' is a useful concept for understanding some of the relationship dynamics within the adoptive kinship network in the context of open adoption. Finch (2007) proposed that by demonstrating, or 'displaying', the social meaning of certain relationships, that they are indeed family relationships as distinct from other forms of relationship and having them recognized as such by the intended audience is a crucial practice in constituting kinship. The implication of Finch's work for adoption is that relationships within the adoptive family, and between adoptive and birth relatives, cannot be taken for granted as being family relationships, but are constituted as such partly through the legitimacy that comes from displaying those relationships and having them recognized and validated by audiences within and outside the kinship network. Exploring adoptive kinship, Jones & Hackett (2011) , for example, noted that display in the form of family rituals and stories that emphasized care and commitment reinforced parent-child bonds and helped counteract cultural discourse that devalued adoption. Therefore, family display introduces a further conceptual resource for thinking about how adoptive kinship bonds are forged and maintained, in addition to theories of psychosocial development and attachment that have predominated in adoption research to date.
T H E R O L E O F FA M I LY D I S P L AY I N M A K I N G A N D M A I N TA I N I N G A D O P T I V E K I N S H I P
Although not referring specifically to the concept of family display, various authors have previously explored how the interaction dynamics involved in birth family contact might influence adopters' sense of parental legitimacy. Although contact with birth relatives who remain opposed to the adoption can challenge adopters' sense of entitlement, contact can also allow accepting birth relatives to express their acceptance, thereby strengthening adoptive parents' sense of security in their parental role (Logan & Smith 2005) , even in complex adoptions from care (Neil et al. 2011) .
Studies comparing the perspectives of linked 'triangles' of adoptive parents, birth relative and child have described validation of adoptive relationships as a reciprocal process. Birth relatives' explicit permission for the adoption was found to be more forthcoming when adopters communicated permission for the birth relatives' ongoing involvement in the child's life (Logan & Smith 2005) . Neil (2009) found that the most satisfying contact was experienced in pairings where adoptive parents were more communicatively open about adoption and birth relatives who were accepting of the placement, while contact was difficult or stalled when lower adoptive parent openness was combined with less acceptance by birth parents.
In the current study, one superordinate theme that emerged from analysis of adoptive parents' accounts was the importance of having the legitimacy of their parental relationship with the child recognized and validated in the context of birth family contact. This was described as a reciprocal process and, in some cases, an unresolved tussle, with each of the parties seeking recognition as the child's legitimate kin.These rich data were analysed through the interpretive lens of family display (Finch 2007) .
T H E S T U DY F O C U S A N D M E T H O D O L O G Y
The overarching question this study sought to answer was 'what is it like to be an adoptive parent in the context of open adoption?' The conceptual foundations of interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) (Smith et al. 2009 ) in phenomenology and hermeneutics allowed exploration of participants' subjective experience of adoptive parenthood, and the meanings they attributed to this.
Adoptive kinship is a complex relational phenomenon, and the differing and potentially divergent perspectives of each of the actors need to be considered together in order to arrive at a coherent understanding. This study explored, in depth and detail, the experience of adoptive parents, necessarily privileging their perspectives on adoptive kinship. It acknowledges the need for further research that includes the voice of adoptees, birth relatives and adoption practitioners, and endorses the value of studies that include matched triangles of participants (e.g. Logan & Smith 2005; Neil 2009 ).
This study focused on domestic stranger adoption from care. A sample of 31 adoptive parents, from 17 families, was purposively selected to facilitate the finegrained hermeneutic analysis required by IPA. All participants had adopted unrelated children from care, within the same legislative, policy and practice framework in Northern Ireland. Most of the participants' children were adopted between 2000 and 2006 and, at the time of interviews, ranged in age from 11 to 15 years. All of the participating adoptive parents had experienced some form of birth family contact at some stage, and the majority had experienced different forms of contact, with different birth relatives at various times since their child was placed. Participants were recruited from all five Health and Social Care Trusts in Northern Ireland, and ethical approval for the study was granted by the Office for Research Ethics Committees Northern Ireland.
Accounts of experience were gained through semistructured interviews, each lasting approximately 1.5 h in the participants' homes. In two-parent households (14 families), the adoptive mother and father were interviewed jointly in recognition of parenthood as a collaborative endeavour, producing a single negotiated account of their shared reality (Arksey 1996) .
The IPA (Smith et al. 2009 ) took the form of an iterative and inductive cycle that involved the following processes: line-by-line analysis of each participant's transcript, identification of themes for each transcript separately, identification of shared themes across the group of participants, reading theory and research literature to develop more interpretative themes, use of supervision to test the credibility of the interpretation and write-up of a theme-by-theme account.This paper reports on an interpretation of the data and makes no claim to being the only possible interpretation. Superordinate themes were included in the final analysis if they occurred in the majority of the interview transcripts.
This paper reports on one superordinate theme 'A picture of who we are as a family' -Family Display. In the analysis below, the theme is evidenced by examples from selected participants, referred to by pseudonyms, to make the connection transparent (Yardley 2000) between the data and interpretation, and to demonstrate the nuanced way the theme was expressed across the sample. All words contained in speech marks are direct quotations from participants' accounts.
F I N D I N G S A N D A NA LY S I S
The sections below present the various subthemes of the superordinate theme, 'A picture of who we are as a family' -Family Display. Each represents a separate context in which practices of family display were enacted. In day-to-day family life, adoptive parents and their children performed displays to one another, affirming their belonging together as family. Via contact, adoptive parents and birth relatives each displayed the meaning and significance of their own relationship with the child. These displays communicated to all involved the respective meanings of the child's relationships with adoptive parents and with birth relatives, thereby constituting both as 'family'. The themes below explore how display was performed, and the impact of validating or invalidating responses.
Building belonging -intra-familial display
Within the adoptive nuclear family, parents and children engaged in displays to one another that emphasized that they belonged together as family, and this was talked of as important for creating and sustaining parent/child bonds. The families engaged in verbal displays with spoken assertions by parents of the child being 'our own', and by the child owning this as 'my family', and in this way communicated to one another a sense of adoptive family unity and identity. As Wilma said of her son:
I was bowled over when he says 'well sure this is my family'. It meant for me that through all these years he has become a part of this family.
Family holidays and outings were talked of as significant for creating bonds and sustaining closeness. The exclusive 'just us' nature of these times allowed the boundaries of the family to be displayed, and the focus on sharing pleasurable activities that required investment of time, thought and possibly money affirmed the special significance of the adoptive nuclear family relationships. These times were an opportunity to demonstrate that 'we', meaning parents and child, belonged together as family in a way that no one else did. Similarly, caring intensively for a sick child involved an exchange of display and recognition as the following quotation from Rebecca illustrates:
I first bonded with (child) when he broke his arm, funny enough. Suddenly I saw his vulnerability and he also saw something in me at that time too because I sat up with him all night. I remember him going 'you stayed with me all night'. I know that was important to him and for me.
The particular quality of commitment and concern displayed in the process of giving and receiving care allowed both parent and child to 'see', and come to a mutual understanding of the meaning of their relationship, and this was described as an intense bonding experience.
Participants' feelings about contact were influenced by fear of losing this sense of uncontested belonging, and of having their pre-eminent emotional significance to their child undermined. They expressed concern that the enduring significance of blood ties might exert an inevitable emotional draw for the child, 'that they would have wanted her more than they wanted us'. In this context, contact was perceived as a potential threat, and displays of adoptive family cohesion took on particular reassuring importance.
Direct contact -face-to-face display
Direct contact was not maintained in situations where it represented a challenge to the validity and legitimacy of the adoptive family relationships. In situations where birth parents, in particular, remained opposed to the adoption, participants were resistant to direct contact. Conversely, for the participants who had maintained regular contact, the family display enacted during contact lessened their fear that birth relatives, and the child's feelings for them, might undermine the central significance of adoptive relationships.
Participants were alert to comments made by birth relatives that conferred approval such as 'you're doing a good job', or displayed their acceptance of the adopters' parental position, e.g. by referring to them as the child's 'mum and dad'.These verbal displays provided a powerful source of validation that facilitated a sense of entitlement in their parenthood, and were associated with comfort with contact. The quotation from Mia, below, illustrates how feelings of uncertainty and guilt led to a reluctance to attend contact visits until comments made by the birth grandmother endorsed her parenthood and facilitated a fresh enthusiasm to maintain that relationship:
In the early days I felt that she was going to resent the fact that we had the kids, even though we agreed to take them over to visit her. I'm quite happy with that now. Granny has actually gone to the point of saying to (child) while I have been there, 'you don't know how lucky you are that it has all worked out. You got away from that early. And you have had stability'. She has actually said that to her in my hearing, which just put me completely at ease then, there is no resentment and actually she can see the benefits for the child. So now it's just let's just jump in the car, let's go.
Mia's account illustrates also how validation of the adoptive family by birth relatives assumed further potency when the child was the intended audience for this display.
For those who maintained direct contact, the choice of timing and venue for visits served to display both the effectiveness of adoptive relationships and the position of birth relatives as kin.The concept of family display can help explain participants' preference for an informal style of contact based around normal family leisure routines, as this provided an opportunity to demonstrate the 'naturalness' of their parental relationship with the child. For example, in the quotation below, Wilma talked of welcoming the prospect of 'bumping into' birth relatives who lived nearby, as providing an opportunity for family display that more formal arrangements would not:
To see the natural rapport that we have rather than the sitting around the table not knowing what's gonna be said or who's going to say it first. That formal thing, I don't think it would give a true picture of who we are as a family. birth relatives in leisure activities that were commonly enjoyed as family activities, the family-like connection between those individuals and the child was displayed, and their significance as kin validated. However, restricting the frequency of contact and locating visits outside the adoptive family home served also to display the kinship position of the birth relative as 'close but not too close'. The participants talked of determining contact arrangements as a conscious reflection of the status of the relationship, displaying to the child and birth relative the 'sort of' relating that should be expected in terms of emotional engagement and social proximity. The following quotation from Laura suggests a tacit appreciation that more frequent contact would signify a degree of closeness that would be an inaccurate display of the status of the relationship:
We would be quite close to her and the children would be quite close to her, but it's not the sort of relationship that you could see her every week or every month. It has to be twice a year I think.
Contact visits also presented an opportunity for birth relatives to display the family nature of their interactions with the child, and to have this validated, or not, by the adoptive parents. Reliable participation in the agreed contact arrangements and some expenditure of effort were validated as displays of familial commitment. Participants talked of their expectation that birth relatives would display familylike concern for the child by remembering and enquiring about their interests and school progress. When this was not forthcoming, participants expressed disappointment and doubted the sincerity of the birth relative's family-like feeling for the child which, in the absence of displays of care and interest, were suspected to be 'just a show'.
Conversely, some birth relatives were described as displaying an intensity of connection with the child that participants felt over-stepped their status and position. In the quotation below, Mary described how the birth grandmother displayed a matriarchal connection to the child by assuming a prerogative to discipline and offer guidance:
Mary: it's very difficult when they turn round and say to him 'I told him he's not to do that'.
Interviewer: How do you deal with that?
Mary: I don't follow it through, I just let it go.
Mary's passive display, in not following through on the grandmother's guidance, subtly invalidated this kinship claim, and communicated what the position of 'grandmother' should, or rather should not, be taken to mean in this context.
Recognizing the child's kin connection with birth relatives carried an emotional toll for some participants because it simultaneously involved display of the adoptive status of their own relationship with the child. Although the adoptive parents claimed the children as 'our own', validation of birth relationships during contact required recognition that they were also something other than this, an experience described by Amanda as 'a kick in the teeth'.
The participants talked about birth family contact increasing the social visibility of the child's adoptive status, making adoption 'hard to hide', and involving a display of adoptive family relationships to non-family, or 'outsider' audiences in wider social settings. They related incidents where the children had to answer peers who asked 'what's contact?', or give public explanations of complex relationships. Contact therefore represented, at times, an involuntary and unwelcomed display of 'adoptive' family, rather than 'ordinary' family, and this generated discomfort.
Indirect contact -letter-based display
What was shared via indirect contact and the timing of communications held potent family meaning for participants. Some indirect contact took the form of symbolic gestures that are commonly understood to denote 'family', affirming the significance of birth connections that existed across the boundary of the separated family, even in the absence of frequent or regular contact.
For Cora, giving the birth mother a lock of the child's hair acknowledged the legitimacy of her enduring connection to the child. Similarly, sending letters and photographs that documented rites of passage culturally reserved for family members displayed to birth relatives that they had been included in the emotional and psychological life of the adoptive family as absent kin. Talking of her son's first communion, Andrea acknowledged that his birth mother had 'missed that big event' and chose to increase the frequency of letter contact to capture this. These symbolic practices displayed the meaning of birth connections by acknowledging that in different circumstances these were celebrations at which birth relatives might have been present.
When birth relatives responded reliably to letters, this was interpreted as a display of ongoing family-like feeling for the child that was welcomed by most par-ticipants. This indirect contact did not need to be frequent or lengthy, what was important was the degree of concern for the child that was displayed. Rebecca and Peter, for example, described how their child's birth grandmother sought a brief annual update from the social worker about the child's welfare.This was interpreted as a display of concerned kinship, and generated an open attitude to the possibility of future direct contact.
Three adoptive parents talked at length about the significance of how letters were signed. Valerie, for example, talked of her son signing his name on the end of letters but receiving little in reply. Because his signature was symbolic as an acknowledgement of his kin connection to his birth mother, her failure to respond was taken as a particularly poignant and unfair rebuff. As Valerie put this:
(Child) writes his name on the bottom of the letter, and it's not fair that he's not getting an answer back to that.
Signatures were also talked about as a display between birth and adoptive mothers that was described as a tussle for recognition of the validity of their respective maternal connection to the child, and a contest over who was legitimately entitled to use the title 'mother'. This is illustrated by Andrea's account:
I was very reluctant to take it (adoptive mother) off initially because I was their mother and I was doing the day-to-day rearing when they were sick and had asthma and there were difficult times. Looking back, obviously the birth parents didn't want anyone else as the mother.
The label of 'mother' simultaneously indicated the status of the adult, and displayed the child's position as son or daughter to them. When Simon's birth mother signed 'mum' on contact letters, Wilma experienced this as a challenge to the validity of her own status as parent. This was also a display of Simon's son-ship to his birth mother that aroused anxiety as it signified the potential that filial belonging could be transferred. As Wilma put this, 'I just had that feeling I could end up losing him'. Wilma therefore requested that the birth mother signed subsequent letters using her first name.
Photographs as Family Display
All of the participants talked of using indirect contact to send photographs of the child to their birth relatives, and of valuing photographs in return. As well as being used as memory tools in the construction of the child's biography, photographs were talked about as a means of family display in that they offered a visual representation of the membership of the adoptive kinship network.
The culturally understood rules that influence the public display of photographs in the home represent an image of what 'family' is understood to be (Gomila 2011). Similarly, the way in which birth and adoptive family members stored and presented photographs of one another constituted a display that conveyed the position and significance of the photographed individuals within the kinship network.
Mostly, photographs of the birth family were understood to belong to the child, stored in life story books or displayed in the child's bedroom only. Some of the children made displays of birth family photographs in the privacy of their own rooms, 'like a shrine', that were concerning to the adoptive parents as manifestations of the child's construction of an 'idealized' birth family. Confining display of birth relative photographs to the child's bedroom conveyed the message that these were kin who belonged to the child but not to the adoptive family as a whole.
This private display of photographs of birth relatives within the adoptive family home was in contrast to the reported public 'pride of place' display of the child's photograph in birth relatives' homes. The participants talked of hearing about birth relatives prominently displaying the child's framed photograph on the living room wall, and this was felt to carry particular significance. Wilma interpreted the way the birth family displayed the child's photograph, 'the most humongous picture of (child) in the living room', as asserting the ongoing significance of their connection:
I would read into it that he is still a massive part of her life.
A tacit understanding of the process of family display may account for how unsettling participants found the birth relatives' reported prominent displays of the child's photograph.This could be understood as a public display of the birth family claim to the child, and therefore felt as a challenge to the child's belonging in the adoptive family. As the following quotation illustrates, Andrea understood the public display of photographs to be indicative of the birth mother's continued sense of ownership of the children:
The child's very life was there in pictures on her wall. It makes me think there is a family here who feel that the children really belong to them.
looping slide show on a digital screen that was a public projection of this family's relationships and history. These did not have the status of framed photographs on a wall, which tends to signify that the exhibited individuals and occasions have a particularly important meaning in the family biography (Gomila 2011). Thus, birth relatives were included in the display of family photographs, but not in an especially significant position.
The photographs that Amanda and Arthur chose to display were taken during contact visits and, therefore, portrayed the active, current nature of their kinship with birth relatives. The display of these photographs in the more public rooms of their home exposed them to scrutiny by visitors who were described as 'surprised that we are so open'. In response to this Amanda talked of having to defend these relationships as 'normal'.
'Seeing clearly' -ambiguity and accuracy in family display
The way in which birth relatives were talked about was seen by the adoptive parents as a means of helping to shape the child's sense making of their birth connections, and therefore could be understood as a verbal form of family display. The kinship labels that were attributed to birth relatives when talking about contact, 'their mother', 'their granny', acknowledged their genealogical connection to the child, and simultaneously displayed that the adoptive parents related to these individuals on the child's behalf, rather than as kin of their own. However, participants seemed to lack a vocabulary to adequately display the ambiguous relational position of birth relatives within the kinship network. Names such as 'mother' and 'granny' signified a set of culturally influenced relational and role expectations that did not fit with how the relationships were experienced. In order to display the kinship position actually occupied by birth relatives, participants resorted to knowingly imprecise terminology and similes: 'sort of like a friend', 'like visiting an old aunt'. This terminology reflected a struggle to define the birth relative's role within the family, and uncertainty as to how they should be related to and how they could be expected to behave.
Laura and Kevin described how they preferred infrequent contact arrangements that allowed them to relate to their children's birth mother 'like a friend' as this permitted a less intense emotional and supportive involvement than would be expected in a relationship with a mother. Participants also, however, expressed disappointment when birth relatives did not demonstrate the level of care and interest expected of the kinship position they were ascribed. Thus, the culturally available language of kinship was inadequate to display the precise nature of relationships with birth relatives as they were enacted through contact.
Photographs of birth relatives were also diminished in their value as a tool for accurate family display because they often represented a selective capturing of the past in which only certain positive impressions were preserved. Up-to-date photographs of birth relatives were difficult to obtain, and participants talked of the difficulty the child had in relating to images that were frozen in the past and rendered unreliable by the passage of time. Valerie described how a photograph, taken at the time of the child's birth, misrepresented the birth mother's current reality:
She was looking at the photographs and said 'oh mommy, she is only a child' -and that's her birth mother.
Although the practice of safeguarding the birth relative's photograph emphasized their significance as kin, participants found them insufficient as a means of helping the child understand how they should relate to that individual.
This was accompanied by euphemistic explanations about pre-adoptive histories and birth relatives' circumstances. Participants made choices about what not to tell their children, to withhold 'the rough side of the story', partly, to facilitate the child's sense that these were appropriate individuals with whom to be connected as kin. However, the consequence was the potential for relationships with birth relatives to be founded on an incomplete understanding of the circumstances. As Julia described this: I don't want them to be taken in . . . they don't see the whole issue.
As a consequence of these euphemistic and incomplete displays, participants saw the child's imagination acting as a 'rose tinted' lens that distorted the birth family to appear more appealing. These imaginings were described as unrealistic, 'fairy tale' representations in which birth family members were 'glamorized' and 'worshipped'. This was juxtaposed with descriptions of the normality of 'real life' in the adoptive family, and participants described feelings of insecurity aroused by the contrast between this reality and the child's idealized impressions. Gail articulated her concern of being compared unfavourably with the 'idolized' birth family following the exchange of photographs with siblings via letterbox contact:
Everything looked so rosy . . . I mean, our home is just a normal home and things are up and down, up and down, and I had a picture of him thinking, you know, that's all lovely, and in this house is always the odd fights and rows . . . thinking he's not wanting to be in our house any more, he's wanting to be over there.
Direct contact was valued as a means of helping children to 'see clearly' the birth relatives with whom they were engaging in kinship. 'Seeing' the person through face-to-face contact was talked about as a lens that corrected the distorted 'rose tinted' vision of the child's imagination, enabling them to 'know exactly' what their birth relative was like, and, more crucially, what it might be like to live with them. This enabled the adoptive parents to feel more comfortable with the direct contact, because as Amanda put this: they don't have this glamorised image of what life with their mother would be like.
D I S C U S S I O N
'Seeing' relatives has been found to be central to children's definitions of 'family' (Davies 2012) , a form of interaction that, while not essential for the construction of kinship (Mason 2004) , characterizes what family members do: relatives are people we make a point of seeing. In the context here of adoption, faceto-face contact displayed that birth relatives were connected to the child as kin. The way that contact was managed conveyed further nuanced messages about the meaning and status of these relationships, and the expected level of intimacy.
Letterbox contact similarly presented a context for an exchange of family display practices that were experienced as either validating or undermining of family relationships. Cards and letters carried relational significance for participants, and the exchange and display of photographs involved particularly nuanced social meaning, demonstrating the place and significance of the photographed individual within the family configuration (Gomila 2011).
The physical co-presence of face-to-face contact (Mason 2004) , however, facilitated the child 'knowing', rather than 'knowing about', their birth relative. This first-person knowledge was considered more accurate than receiving information indirectly, and it lent a weight of evidence to adoptive parents' messages about how the child should relate to the individual. Redolent of Gillis's (1997) distinction between the imaginary families we live 'by', shaped by cultural definitions of the 'ideal' family (Morgan 2011) , and the actual families we live 'with', participants were concerned that they would be evaluated unfavourably against the idealized birth family of the child's imagination, and that this would undermine adoptive relationships. However, through face-to-face contact, birth relatives became, to an extent, part of the realistically flawed family that the children lived 'with'. Contact was valued as a way of replacing the 'idealized' with the 'exact', thereby diminishing the contrast of competing displays of real and imagined family life, and potentially strengthening adoptive parent/child relationships.
The participants' struggle to find language to accurately display relationships when talking about birth relatives suggests that analysis of adoptive kinship might be usefully informed by studies of other diverse family forms, e.g. those made via assisted reproductive technology or surrogacy, where the existing language of family is stretched to fit new types of kin relationships, and where certain difficult information may be withheld to preserve relationships (Smart 2009 ).
Although families vary in their comfort with contact, positive interactions can promote closer relationships in the adoptive kinship network while negative experiences can lead to withdrawal (Grotevant 2009 ). Family display is useful for identifying the subtle elements of interaction that affect contact. In the accounts earlier, contact was most positive when birth relatives communicated, through seemingly small comments or gestures, the validation that Finch (2007) argued is crucial for constituting all family relationships. However, adopters were similarly alert to implied and overt indications that their parental relationship with the child was not legitimized by birth relatives, and this was experienced as a challenge to their status as a family. As reported elsewhere (Logan & Smith 2005; Neil 2009 ), contact was more difficult, or non-existent, with birth relatives who did not accept the permanence of the adoption or the parental role of adopters.
Family display is, therefore, a particularly useful concept for analysing contact, and informing the social work support that many families will need to establish and sustain arrangements (Neil et al. 2011) , following contested adoptions from care. Social workers negotiating contact might look to the wider birth family to identify relatives who are accepting of the adoption, and who can provide the child sustainable connection with their family of origin. Encouraging demonstrations of care and commitment by birth relatives, and timing contact to coincide with culturally important 'family' times, might help the child to recognize birth relatives as kin. Informal activitybased contact may facilitate family-like interactions and allow simultaneous display of the effectiveness of adoptive parent/child relationships and the inclusion of birth relatives in the family.
As individuals and relationships change over time, the form and significance of family display might also fluctuate. In the early stage of placement, when adopters are focused on family forming (Wrobel et al. 2003) , restricting the frequency of contact may display the central significance of adoptive parents in the child's day-to-day life. During the life course transitions of adolescence and emerging adulthood, as adoptees assume greater independence in contact (MacDonald & McSherry 2013) adoptive parents may need to consider their response to their child's changing displays of kinship with birth relatives.
Family display may be especially relevant for adoptive parents (Finch 2007) as they may be more conscious of achieving kinship with their child through social processes, and their parental claims may be less readily validated as they diverge from dominant cultural notions of 'family' (Heaphy 2011) . In both private and public spheres, birth family contact further highlighted the adoptive nature of the participants' relationships with their children. In this context of ambiguous and potentially contested kinship, 'the need to display family might be felt more acutely than on other occasions' (Morgan 2011, p. 62) .
Incorporating the concept of family display into pre-and post-adoption preparation and training might help adoptive parents to stand back from, and reflexively consider, their reactions to encounters that challenge the validity of their parental position, thereby facilitating relationships with invalidating birth relatives. It might also help adopters to empathically acknowledge birth relatives' displays of kinship with the child, obviating the need for more intensive, and potentially challenging, displays.
C O N C L U S I O N
This paper has explored the practices of family display enacted through direct and indirect contact, which affirmed or undermined the legitimacy of adoptive relationships, and that served to constitute birth relatives as the child's kin. It suggests that family display is a useful concept for understanding the dynamics of relationships in the adoptive kinship network. The accounts of adopters presented here describe how during face-to-face meetings, and through the exchange of letters, birth relatives and adoptive parents became the 'audience' for one another's display of kinship with the adopted child. They suggest that the potential for collaborative and sustainable contact may be influenced by the extent to which each party can recognize and validate the other's connection with the child as a legitimate 'family' relationship.
Understanding contact as an opportunity for family display emphasizes the significance of relatively manageable aspects of structural arrangements, and could usefully inform social work negotiation and support of contact agreements. Therefore, there will be merit in exploring the relevance of family display more broadly with adopted children and their adoptive and birth relatives.
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